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Abstract 
 
Despite the vast research on the impact of negative political ads, little is known about 
their effects on systemic beliefs. The overall image that emerges from the literature is negative: 
negative ad exposure decreases public mood, external political efficacy, and trust in government. 
However, the spectrum of negative ads has been compressed into a broad category of ‘negative 
ads’ in the majority of these studies. This study examines the effects of different types of 
negative ad exposure on these measures of systemic beliefs through a web-based survey. An 
analysis of the responses yields partially confirms previously accepted conclusions about 
negative ads: purely negative ads increase negative public moods, while contrast ads decrease 
negative public moods. With trust in government and political efficacy showing no effects of ad 
exposure, the study adds nuance to our understanding of how sensitive systemic beliefs are to 
negative political ads. This study is part of a growing body of research on negative political ads. 
By using subcategories of negative ads and discovering the implications of voter attributes on ad 
effects, this project will contribute to future research. 
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Negative Political Advertisements and Effects on System-Based Beliefs 
 
In political elections, negative ads are rapidly coming to dominate campaign 
advertisements and thus have gained scholarly attention. In the 2012 presidential race, Obama 
spent $404 million on negative advertising alone. This constituted 85% of his advertising 
expenditure. Similarly, Romney spent $492 million on anti-Obama ads, which amounted to 91% 
of his advertising costs (washingtonpost.com, 2012). Although the prevalence of negative ads for 
political campaigns can vary by election, this trend has been commonly demonstrated in 
senatorial and presidential elections over the last three decades (West 2005, 28-30). However, 
research regarding their effects on constituents has found less than consistent findings. Since 
Ansolabehere et al.’s discovery in 1994 that negative political ads demobilize the electorate, 
political scientists have been determined to find out more about these advertisements. While the 
majority of negative ad research has focused on how they influence voter turnout, there is 
another significant variable that requires further investigation: individual system-based beliefs. 
These political convictions are not ideological in nature, but rather reflect one’s opinion about 
the government as an institution. They are significant because they ultimately depict how citizens 
feel about the American democratic system. This study tests the prediction that oppositional ads 
have negative effects on these belief systems. With one poll finding that 82% of Americans 
believe that political ads can impact and undermine the main objectives of democracy 
(Debate.org), it is essential that this subject receive further attention. When both candidates are 
airing ads debasing their opponent, where is the moral, patriotic, and driven candidate that 
should be leading a democracy? While numerous studies have confirmed that these ads are in 
fact mobilizing the electorate (Lau & Pomper, 2001; Goldstein & Freedman, 2002; Martin, 
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2004), the consequences of these ads are not fully understood. There could be considerable value 
in further quantifying the effects of these ads upon the electorate. This would improve our 
understanding of the role negative campaign ads play in the United States’ political systems. 
In a meta-analysis conducted by Lau, Sigelman, & Rover (2007) on negative political 
campaigns, it was determined that negative ads have a harmful effect on these beliefs. However, 
the size of impact was unclear, and it was speculated that it could be the result of news coverage 
of these ads, rather than exposure to the ads themselves. In addition to these weak findings, there 
is the issue of distinguishing between subtypes of politically negative advertisements: While 
distinctions have been made between types of negative ads, researchers have largely been 
interested in comparing the broader categories of positive and negative advertisements. I 
speculate that findings in the field of negative ads have been inconsistent partially because of this 
lack of distinction. My research investigates how civic beliefs are affected by negative ads, while 
also improving upon previous research designs in regards to ad classifications. I predict that 
different types of negative ads will have varying degrees of negative impact on system-based 
beliefs.  
Overall, negative ads are defined as any political commercials that mention critical 
components of the opposing candidate. However, further distinctions can be made between two 
main types of negative ads: contrast and purely negative. Contrast ads contain positive claims 
about the sponsoring candidate while also criticizing the opponent. Purely negative ads 
exclusively talk about the opposing candidate from a critical perspective (Jamieson, Waldman, & 
Sherr, 2000; Goldstein & Freedman, 2002). I anticipate finding that purely negative ads will 
have a larger negative effect than contrast ads on system-based beliefs. Although both types of 
ads show the opposing candidate in a negative light, attack advertisements have been found more 
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emotionally upsetting (West 2005, 60). While I still expect to see negative psychological effects 
after viewing contrast ads due to polarized partisanship (Taber & Lodge, 2006), I do not expect 
the results to be as severe. Purely negative commercials can be perceived as a cheap promotional 
tool to gain votes, thus resulting in lower systemic beliefs regarding the government. 
It is also important to clarify and define system-based beliefs. As previously mentioned, 
these beliefs represent how individuals ultimately feel towards the government. I evaluate the 
three predominant psychologically based, systemic beliefs: political efficacy, trust in 
government, and public mood. The term ‘political efficacy’ can be broken down to have two 
distinct meanings. Internal political efficacy is based upon the belief that one can comprehend 
and participate in politics; while external political efficacy is the belief that one can effectively 
participate in politics, with the government responding to the people’s demands. For the 
purposes of my research, only external political efficacy is measured, as it is the form of efficacy 
that measures beliefs towards the government. Trust in government is a more direct variable, and 
can be defined as having confidence in politicians or the government as a whole. Lastly, public 
mood is defined as an “affective state that captures how individuals feel about the society in 
which they live” (Rahn, 2001: 131). This construct is important in measuring systemic beliefs 
because it demonstrates how individuals value their national identity. More specifically, it is a 
“diffuse affective state” (Rahn & Hirshorn, 1999: 389-390) that is experienced when people 
value their membership to a national political community.  
 The research I conducted was manipulated and measured in a laboratory experiment in 
order to allow better control over the variables, in addition to random assignment of participants 
to conditions. This allowed for causal inferences to be made between the independent and 
dependent variables as a result of internal validity. While experimental settings have their 
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benefits, it is also important to compare sample data to the national population in order to 
determine its representativeness. If a sample of participants is considered fairly symbolic of the 
national population, this research can achieve higher external validity. 
This experimental research was conducted on Amazon Mechanical Turk. This is 
essentially an online laboratory, where researchers can enroll “Workers”, also known as 
participants to complete experiments for a monetary payment. The intricacies of Mechanical 
Turk will be elaborated upon in a later section.  
 
Literature Review 
Negative Advertisements 
Perception.  Although a sizable amount of research has been conducted on negative political ads, 
the majority has focused on their results or effects, rather than the advertisements themselves. In 
fact, researchers have criticized fellow political scientists for their lacking assessment of what 
defines a political ad, stating that they “…often define negativity as anything they do not like 
about campaigns. Defined in this way, the term is so all-encompassing it becomes almost 
meaningless”  (West 2005, 59-60). In one study, it was found that preference for a certain 
candidate could influence or bias whether the ad was seen as being negative (Brooks, 1997). It 
has been further theorized that the overall inconclusiveness of research on negative ads might 
have to do with how ads are perceived (Sigelman & Kugler, 2003; Sides, Grossman, Trost, & 
Lipsitz, 2003, Brooks & Geer, 2007). This was confirmed when participants in a study were 
unable to come to a consensus on whether a particular political ad was negative or positive 
(Sigelman & Kugler, 2003). Polls of the American public have further proven that there is an 
inconsistency in the identification of negative ads: 19% of the general public identifies negative 
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ads as when a candidate discusses the opponent’s stance of political issues, while 77% believe 
that talking about an opponent’s private life is negative (Gallup Poll, 2000). Thus, perception of 
a negative ad is more significant to identification than simply content or tone.  
Emotional appeal.  Another hypothesis regarding how individuals categorize ads is based upon 
appeal to emotions. While positive ads aim at eliciting enthusiasm and happiness, negative ads 
try to evoke fear, anger, and anxiety. In theory, it is based upon these emotions or affect that 
political decisions are made (Marcus, Neuman, & MacKuen, 2000). However, further research 
has found a critical caveat: these emotional evocations are short term, and can be less significant 
to a longstanding belief or candidate choice if this emotional state is not “renewed” (Brader, 
2005).  
Distinctions between negative advertisements.  While it is clear that researchers have not come to 
a consensus on classifying negative ads, there is speculation that a sub-categorization may 
alleviate the conundrum. When negative ads are further categorized, content can be utilized as a 
measurement. Several researchers (Jamieson, Waldman, & Sherr, 2000; Goldstein & Freedman, 
2002) make the distinction between contrast and purely negative, or attack ads. As previously 
mentioned, contrast ads include both positive statements about the sponsor and negative 
statements about the opponent. Attack ads do not include any statements about the sponsor, and 
simply degrade the opposing candidate. While this categorization is relatively new to the field, 
its utilization is evidently increasing (Pinkleton, 1997 & 1998; Freedman & Goldstein, 1999; 
Goldstein & Freedman, 2002; Sides et al., 2003; Martin 2004, Stevens, 2005; Brader & Corrigan, 
2006, Jackson et al., 2009). 
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Systemic Beliefs 
 Numerous studies have been conducted on system-based beliefs in the realm of negative 
political campaigns. In the previously mentioned meta-analysis (Lau, Sigelman, & Rovner, 
2007), it was found that an overall negative political campaign could undermine civic attitudes 
and possibly damage the political system. Research has also been conducted on specific civic 
beliefs. Public mood cites the least amount of research in this sub-field, but also finds the most 
consistent results. The few studies on this emotional state consistently demonstrate that negative 
ads result in a darker public mood (Rahn & Hirshorn, 1999; Thorson et al., 2000; Stevens, 2002; 
Rahn & Hirshorn, 2010).  
 In contrast, studies concerning trust in government have more inconsistent results. Only 
one study strongly concludes that negative ads result in a decreased trust in government (Thorson 
et al., 2000). More studies discover a “somewhat negative” or “slightly significant” negative 
correlation between negative political advertisements and trust in government (Wanta, Lemert, & 
Lee, 1999; Craig & Kane, 2000; Pinkleton, Um, & Austin, 2002). Additionally, there is research 
that found no relationship between the variables (Geer, 2006; Brooks & Geer, 2007), and one 
study that found a positive relationship between negative ads and trust in government (Martinez 
& Delegal, 1990).  
 The variable with the most studies conducted is political efficacy. However, a portion of 
this research focuses on internal political efficacy and other studies utilize different independent 
variables. Despite this narrowing of the field, there is still enough evidence to determine a 
modestly strong relationship. A couple studies found strong negative relations between the two 
variables (Ansolabehere & Iyengar, 1995; Stevens, 2002), while even more found a “somewhat” 
or “slightly” negative relationship (Craig & Kane, 2000; Pinkleton, Um, & Austin, 2002; 
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Jackson, Mondak, & Huckfeldt, 2005). Only one study found no relationship between these 
variables (Brooks & Geer, 2007), and one more that disagrees with this relationship: finding that 
negative advertisements somewhat increase external political efficacy (Stevens, n.d.). In 2004, 
Martin speculated that specifically the anxiety and problem awareness that result from viewing 
these ads could be affecting one’s political efficacy. Overall, Lau, Sigelman, & Rovner (2007) 
conclude that the causal relationship between negative campaigns and these system-supported 
attitudes is not extremely strong, but very consistent.  
Research Design 
Design trade-offs.  Within the literature on negative ads, the predicament of how to conduct 
research has spurred considerable discussion. This literary discussion was sparked by the original 
study on negative ads by Ansolabehere et al. in 1994, where an experimental design was utilized 
and poor statistics were given to confirm their findings. While a laboratory setting is 
recommended based on variable control and random assignment (Bartels, 1996), it is not 
considered a perfect research design for this subject. Specifically when studying negative ads, a 
concern is that participants may be paying more attention to ads than they normally would 
(Sigelman & Kugler, 2003). Thus, the effects may be amplified and not representative of their 
real world impact. This demonstrates that the strong internal validity of an experiment is 
matched by a weaker, more limited external validity (Wattenberg & Brians, 1999).  
 In order to achieve higher external validity, results should be compared against survey 
data (Ansolabehere, Iyengar, & Simon, 1999). This has been established as the most appropriate 
way to establish external validity. The majority of more recent studies use data provided by the 
American National Election Studies (ANES) or by the Campaign Media Analysis Group 
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(CMAG). However, these datum are not flawless: these data sets provide the upper bound of 
estimated exposure to political ads (Stevens, 2008). 
 Using national survey data can also reduce a researcher’s concern about prior exposure. 
Since experimental settings look at short-term consequences, long-term bombardment must also 
be considered in a more realistic consideration of the effects (Lau et al., 1999). Self-reporting has 
been eliminated as an alternative method due to its unreliability (Goldstein & Freedman, 2002). 
Asking participants to recall their exposure to ads produces biases regarding significance of 
issues and interest in politics (Ansolabehere, Iyengar, & Simon, 1999). For example, an 
individual with no interest in politics may pay little attention to political ads and cannot 
accurately remember how many they’ve seen or what types. Another exposure measurement that 
has been deemed impractical is based upon a mathematical equation (Freedman & Goldstein, 
1999): (Number of times an ad is aired) X (Amount of TV an individual watches). When survey 
data, information about the distribution of ads, and an analysis of aired ads is combined, an 
estimate can be found for ad exposure. However, this approach is more useful in regional 
research, where there is less variation in the frequency of negative ad broadcasts. 
Conditions.  While it may seem intuitive to create a positive ad condition in order to accurately 
analyze the effects of negative ads, previous studies believe otherwise. In one study, the rationale 
was that positive ads are overall less informative and emotionally arousing, and are therefore 
more difficult to recall (Stevens, 2005). This makes them less likely to have a lasting effect on 
one’s beliefs. Negative ads, in contrast, are “non-normative” (Finkel & Geer, 1998) compared to 
the rest of the political sphere, which has a standard of respectful decorum. This perception 
makes negative ads far more likely to be noticed and processed, and thus more persuasive (Lau 
& Pomper, 2002). There is also a greater motivation to pay attention to these types of ads, as the 
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benefits from avoiding the costs described are greater than the approaching gains mentioned in 
positive ads (Lau & Pomper, 2002).  
Political content.  Until the early 2000’s, presidential campaigns dominated the ad content in 
these experiments (Lau & Pomper, 2002). The cumulative rationale was that presidential 
campaigns create more enthusiasm (Brader, 2005) and therefore motivate citizens to vote 
(Ansolabehere et al., 1994). However, it was believes that this does not prevent people from 
abstaining or “dropping off” before voting for lower offices at the polls, such as the Senate 
(Ansolabehere et al., 1994; Brooks & Geer, 2007). Thus, presidential ads seemed to have an 
overall greater impact than senatorial ads. It is now clear that negative ads do not significantly 
affect presidential outcomes due to a voter’s heavy reliance on current economic conditions and 
party affiliations when voting during presidential elections (Goldstein & Ridout, 2004). In 
addition, utilizing presidential ads risks the confounding variables of incumbency and press 
coverage (Lau & Pomper, 2002): Presidential campaigns can begin receiving media attention 
months before Election Day.  
 Despite these prior beliefs, it has been found that negative ads increase voter turnout in 
senatorial races (Kahn & Kenney, 1999). These results would not be found if people did not pay 
attention to negative senatorial ads. In addition, while Congressional campaigns are prominent 
enough to require campaign funds and advertising, they do not have the confounding variable of 
“free” campaign coverage from news sources (Lau & Pomper, 2002). This is a problem when 
researching the effects of presidential political advertisements because it becomes difficult to 
differentiate between the effects of ads and news coverage. In addition, while incumbents still 
have an increased chance of winning the election, the effect is not as strong for Congressional 
campaigns with incumbents losing 19% of elections (Lau & Pomper, 2002). Thus, while Senate 
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campaigns may not elicit as much emotional response, it ultimately allows for a more objective 
experiment. 
 
Theory 
 A recently emerged theory states that regardless of how one defines and differentiates 
political advertisements, it will always be difficult to find a significant effect. To phrase it more 
clearly, ads might only matter for some voters. For the purposes of this study, I refer to these 
differences as ‘voter attributes’. Voter attributes include personality traits, political affiliations 
(Kahn & Kenney, 1999), demographic information and related life experiences (West 2005, 
105), and degree of partisanship (Lau & Pomper, 2001). These characteristics can alter a voter’s 
awareness and perception of political ads. For example, habitual voters and political sophisticates 
are more “immune” to the effects of negative ads than independents, people with little interest in 
campaigns, and political novices (Kahn & Kenney, 1999). However, it has also been determined 
that demographic information and party affiliation do not determine voting behavior 100% of the 
time (Goldstein & Ridout, 2004).  
Psychological Effects   
 Academic research has also been conducted on the psychological effects of campaign 
ads. When voters are exposed to political arguments that contain pros and cons, similar to a 
contrast advertisement, they tend to counter-argue statements contrary to their own beliefs. This 
is called the disconfirmation bias (Taber & Lodge, 2006). Similarly, the confirmation bias can be 
applied to this scenario: when exposed to negative campaign ads, those with candidate or policy 
preferences will seek statements that align with their beliefs. These biases can lead to “attitude 
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polarization”, particularly if a voter has strong political beliefs and high political sophistication 
(Taber & Lodge, 2006).  
 There have also been studies conducted on the emotional stimulation of political ads. A 
study by the University of Pennsylvania Annenberg Public Policy Center found that people were 
more emotional distressed after viewing one-sided attack ads, than after viewing a two-sided 
contrast ad.  
 These psychological findings, in addition to the previously existing literature on the 
impact of negative ads, creates a reasonable explanation for their effects: it is essentially a 
combination of emotional distress and different forms of biases (dependent on one’s political 
affiliation) that compel people to arrive at these adverse conclusions about the political system. 
Thus, my hypothesis is the culmination of previous research: While I agree with previous 
research that negative political ads have adverse effects on systemic beliefs, I postulate that the 
emotional distress of a purely negative ad will have greater adverse effects than a less severe 
contrast ad which will have reduced negative consequences.  
 
Research Design 
The objective of this research is to test my hypothesis that negative ads have a negative 
impact on systemic beliefs, with attack ads having a greater effect than contrast ads. The research 
was conducted on Amazon Mechanical Turk, an Internet marketplace where “Workers”, also 
known as participants, voluntarily complete surveys for a monetary payment. One of the most 
significant advantages to utilizing a web-based environment is the allowance for more diversity 
in participants. In a recent study, MTurk was found to provide a more representative sample than 
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an “in-person convenience sample” (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012). Thus, the data is more 
generalizable to the American population.   
One of the most important components of this study is the negative ad construction. A 
student filmmaker’s assistance was requested in the “creation” of these clips. An existing, 
lengthy congressional contrast ad was selected and then spliced to omit partisanship, state 
residence, and name recognition. The ad was further spliced to create a purely negative and a 
contrast ad (see Appendix 5 for ad transcripts), to confirm that only the difference in content 
could account for variations in the datum. In contrast to creating ads, splicing existing footage 
has the inherent benefit of providing a greater sense of realism. 
In regards to the participants, screening was important for the illiterate, non-English 
speakers, and those who do not follow directions. The demographic questionnaire (see Appendix 
1) included questions to confirm they are literate, English speaking, and willing to follow 
directions. In addition, the participant’s relevant demographic information was collected. The 
significance of this collection was to see how my sample differs from the population. The sample 
was limited to those over 18 years old and U.S. citizens, as this is the population negative 
advertisements target- those of voting age. 
Participants were randomly assigned to either one of two experimental conditions or the 
control condition. Those in the control condition were shown a film of similar length reminding 
Americans to take their medications on time (see Appendix 5 for ad transcript).  
Condition Content of Viewing 
Control Filler video  
One exposure Contrast advertisement 
One exposure Attack advertisement 
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Afterwards, the participants filled out a questionnaire (see Appendix 2) that measured, among 
other things, trust in government, political efficacy, and public mood. These questions are based 
on previous studies that have successfully measured systematic beliefs. It was also important to 
measure the participants’ levels of political and campaign interest, strength of party 
identification, and other political characteristics because as previously mentioned, these 
attributes can alter the influential level of these negative ads. 
 While my experiment has the benefit of internal validity, it is far from representative of 
the real world. The largest weakness to my research design is its lack of external validity. As 
mentioned in the research design portion of my literature design, researchers generally use 
nationwide surveys such as ANES or CMAG to determine the external validity of their findings. 
Unfortunately, I did not have the time to complete a full comparison and am therefore unable to 
confirm the external validity of my findings. That being said, I do compare the demographic 
information I collect to national data in order to determine the diversity of my sample. To ensure 
that this comparison is possible, my demographic questions are modeled on categories used by 
the ANES, such as age brackets and race/ethnicity categories.   
 
Results 
 To reiterate, it was predicted that depending on the severity of negative ad one is exposed 
to, their public mood, trust in government, and political efficacy will be negatively affected. 
More specifically, contrast ads were predicted to have a moderate, negative effect and purely 
negative ads would have a more severe negative effect on systemic beliefs.  
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 The survey was launched March 4th, 2013 on Mechanical Turk and received 306 
participant responses. After being re-directed to the website Qualtrics where the survey was 
created, participants had to agree to a consent form. After consenting, participants were asked to 
answer six demographic questions (see Appendix 1). Then, they were randomly assigned to one 
of three video conditions: Control, Contrast, or Negative (see Appendix 6 for transcripts). These 
videos were similar in length at approximately 30 seconds. The Control video condition 
reminded Americans to take their medications to manage long-term and chronic illness; the two 
non-Control conditions utilized the same political audio clip.  
 The audio clip used to create the ads is an authentic, 60-second radio contrast 
advertisement from the 2008 Congressional election in Minnesota (see Appendix 6.A for the 
original transcript). The ad was produced in favor of the Democratic candidate, Rick Nolan who 
was competing against the incumbent Republican candidate, Chip Cravaack. It focused on how 
Cravaack created tax cuts for the upper class and increased taxes for the middle class. The radio 
spot was then edited to create two shorter ads: a purely negative and a contrast ad. The transcript 
was edited so that one ad was 50% attack, 50% promotional and the other did not mention the 
sponsored candidate. These transcripts also omitted the candidate and opposing candidate’s last 
names and state to control for knowledge of the politicians. In addition, six images were used to 
create a visual component to the ads (see Appendix 6), with the same images shown in the same 
order and for the same amount of time in the two ads. The design of these videos was beneficial 
because it allowed the experiment to be exactly the same for those in the experimental 
conditions, except for the content of the ads.  
 After watching the 30-second clip, those in the experimental conditions were asked to 
rate the professionalism of the ad, by either rating it as ‘Professional’ or ‘Offensive’. This was 
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included to confirm that incivility did not having an effect on participants’ answers to the next 
series of questions. While 89.5% of participants in the contrast advertisement condition rated the 
ad as professional, only 82.2% of those exposed to the negative advertisement agreed. The 
incivility of the negative ad ultimately had an impact on results, and specifically public mood in 
the form of an interaction (see Appendix 4.A): Those who rated the video as offensive were 
more likely to have negative public moods toward the U.S. currently, while those who rated it as 
professional were not as likely to feel these emotions (Angry: p= .03, Upset: p= .01).  
 
These results were also found for positive public moods: 100% of participants who rated the 
negative ad as offensive were not enthusiastic about the U.S. and an interaction was present for 
the public mood of hopefulness (Enthusiasm: p= .0004, Hopeful: p= .031). This means that 
participants who rated the negative ad as offensive were less likely to be hopeful about America 
than those who found the ad professional. These findings are interesting because how one 
perceives the ads in terms of civility clearly has huge implications for how one emotional feels 
towards the United States: Those who find negative ads offensive are not as positive about 
America, while those who find the ads professional are not as cynical.  
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 After watching one of the three possible videos, participants answered seventeen 
questions about their political ideology, systemic beliefs, and their political engagement. The 
survey was completed after participants responded to two questions in order to determine if they 
followed directions. These types of questions are important for surveys in order to determine if 
participants were giving accurate answers in response to the questions that were asked. A total of 
265 participants, or 86.6%, followed directions for the first instruction-following question, while 
274 or 89.5% followed directions for the second of these questions.  
Sample 
 While Mechanical Turk was used instead of a convenience sample to produce a more 
representative sample, the sample (n= 306) has certain limitations (see Appendix 3). Mechanical 
Turk tends to draw younger, more educated, and more liberal participants than the population 
(Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012), and this is reflected by the sample. The median age of the 
sample was 30 years old, which is seven years younger than the national median of 37.2 years 
old (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Also, 64% of the sample was male, while the population is 
almost perfectly split between males and females (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). There was also a 
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discrepancy in educational attainment. 58.17% of the sample declared obtaining a college degree 
or higher, in contrast to 35.4% of the population. On the other end of the spectrum, 15.1% of the 
population has obtained less than a high school diploma, versus only 1.31% of the sample (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2011).  
 In contrast, political affiliations of the sample were relatively comparable to the 
population. While the question was asked on a 7-point scale, I compressed the answers of 
“Strong <Political Party>, Weak <Political Party>, and Independent <Political Party> into one 
measure. Republican identification was predictably lower than the national average of 27%, with 
16.01% identifying Republican. Independents were well represented at 36.6% of the sample, 
only 0.6% higher than the national average. Lastly, Democrats were predictably overrepresented, 
with 47.39% identifying with the political party, in contrast to 35% of the population (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2008).  
 In terms of racial/ethnic groups, only 5.56% of participants were Black, in contrast to 
12.2% of the American population. Caucasians were also underrepresented at 49.35%, while 
they make up 63.3% of the U.S. Hispanics were the most significantly underrepresented: they 
make up 16.7% of the population, versus 3.59% of the sample. In contrast, Asians were the most 
overrepresented at 37.58%. This is in contrast to the American population, where they account 
for only 4.8%. Native Americans were also overrepresented, but still constituted less than 2% of 
the sample (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). 
 The sample also trends towards over-representing those of lower income brackets and 
underrepresenting those of higher income brackets. For example, 47.39% of the sample 
identified with the lowest income bracket of less than $35,000 per year. In contrast, this bracket 
represents 35.6% of the national population. In addition, 0% of the sample identified with an 
	   20	  
income of more than $149,999 per year, while this constitutes 8.7% of the population (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2011). 
 While these contrasts demonstrate that the sample is not perfectly representative of a 
greater American population, I do not suggest than all of these factors can alter the influential 
impact of negative ads. Rather, voter attributes such as degree of partisanship (Lau & Pomper, 
2001), political affiliation (Kahn & Kenney, 1999), and certain demographic information can 
theoretically influence the impact of negative ads on voters (West 2005, 105). In terms of 
demographic information, specifically education level has been directly connected to political 
sophistication (Janda, Berry, Goldman, & Hula, 2012). As a result I would expect those with a 
higher level of education to be more political sophisticated, and therefore not as influenced by ad 
exposure. This prediction also applies to one’s degree of partisanship and their general political 
affiliation. One who identifies with the political party that is sponsoring the ad will remember the 
attacks more than one who identifies with the opposite party, and is more likely to dismiss the 
remarks (Bullock, 2006). I previously refer to these psychological effects (p.11) as the 
confirmation and disconfirmation biases.  
 Interestingly, when looking at participants with a college degree or more (slightly more 
than 50% of all participants), video exposure still has a significant effect on all public moods 
(see Appendix 4.B). These trends are consistent with overall negative public mood findings that I 
discuss in-depth later: the contrast ad condition has less negative moods while the negative ad 
condition has more negative moods (Angry: p= .019, Upset: p= .002). And this trend is 
consistent in positive public moods as well, with the contrast ad condition having more positive 
moods and the negative ad condition having less positive moods (Enthusiastic: p= .089, Hopeful: 
p= .03). This is interesting because it is the opposite of what one may predict: college education 
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should decrease the effects of video exposure because of an increased political sophistication. In 
contrast, when only looking at those with less than a college education, only the negative 
variable “angry” was still significant (see Appendix 4.C). Education level also has no effects on 
trust in government or political efficacy, but these measures are overall insignificant.  
 As expected, partisanship impacts the influence of negative ads on system-based beliefs. 
With the political ad sponsored by a Democratic candidate, self-identified Democrat participants 
theoretically remember and internalize the content of the negative ads. Interestingly, the only 
significant results for Democrats are negative public mood questions, with the negative ad 
condition being the most negative and the contrast condition being the least (Angry: p= .03, 
Upset: p= .0006) (see Appendix 4.E). Republican participants on the other hand dismiss these 
claims and therefore do not have significant differences between conditions. The results for 
Republicans demonstrate that these participants did not internalize the political ads because the 
results were not significant (see Appendix 4.D). 
Public Mood 
 The dependent variable of public mood ultimately has the most interesting findings in 
terms of video exposure (see Appendix 5.A). On the questionnaire participants were asked, 
“Thinking about the United States, at this moment do you feel (enthusiastic, angry, hopeful, 
upset)?” and asked to answer either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. The expectations were those in the contrast ad 
condition would be slightly more negative in their public moods (both negative and positive), 
while those in the negative ad condition would be significantly more negative in their public 
moods. The control condition would set a baseline to compare these results. 
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 The ‘upset’ variable1 ultimately shows the most significant findings (p= .009) and also 
epitomizes the odd, yet interesting trend within public mood results. While negative ad exposure 
increases ‘Yes’ responses 128% from the control group responses, exposure to the contrast ad 
decreases ‘Yes’ responses by 75%. Similar responses can be found toward the ‘angry’ variable2. 
This variable also has significant findings (p= .021), with the negative ad exposure increasing 
‘Yes’ responses by 126% and the contrast ad exposure decreasing ‘Yes’ responses by 68%. To 
further confirm these findings, there is a modestly significant interaction between the two 
negative emotions (p= .099).  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  I	  found	  it	  interesting	  that	  only	  30%	  of	  participants	  were	  upset	  with	  the	  U.S.	  2	  Overall,	  only	  40%	  of	  participants	  were	  angry	  with	  the	  U.S.	  right	  now.	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 In contrast to the findings on negative public moods, positive public moods have 
statistically insignificant results based on ad exposure. Enthusiasm did not vary between groups 
(p= .725), with 62% of all participants answering ‘No’.  Hopefulness also did not vary between 
conditions (p= .730), but in this case 64% answered ‘Yes,’ that they are hopeful about the United 
States.  
 For public mood overall, there is no interaction between the four emotions based on 
condition (p= .29). However, that does not mean there are no interesting findings for this 
variable. I postulate that varying degrees of negativity in political ads do not affect positive 
public moods because they are not intentionally elicited emotions. This would justify a lack of 
significant effects of these emotions. In contrast, anger and being upset are naturally elicited by 
negative political ads and therefore are affected by degree of ad negativity. The most interesting 
observation about these results is that while the negative ad condition confirms my hypothesis, 
the contrast ad condition completely contradicts it. Contrast ad exposure evidently decreases 
negative public moods and trends higher amounts of hopefulness and enthusiasm, even though 
this is not statistically significant.  
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  While only speculations can be made as to what accounts for the observations made 
about contrast advertisements, it seems that the psychological phenomena known as the ‘recency 
effect’ may be accountable. The recency effect states that one is more likely to remember what 
they saw/ read/ encountered last or most recently. This effect can apply to items at the end of a 
shopping list, the last people to apply for a job position, and as I’m suggesting, what people view 
at the end of a political ad as well. Because the contrast ad ended with positive remarks about the 
sponsoring candidate, this may have left participants feeling less negative about the U.S., thus 
resulting in less negative public mood trends.  
Political Efficacy 
 The political efficacy measure consisted of two statements that participants rated on a 
scale of ‘Agree’ to ‘Disagree’. These statements were both negative, and strong agreement with 
either statement suggested minimal feelings of political efficacy. It was predicted that those in 
the negative advertisement condition would most strongly agree with these statements, thus 
feeling low efficacy measures while those in the contrast advertisement condition would have 
slightly less negative feelings of political efficacy, both in comparison to the control condition.  
While these measures of external political efficacy did not have significant results (see 
Appendix 5.B), one of the questions is approaching significance (p= .15). This measure asked 
participants to rate on a seven-point scale how much they agreed with the statement, “Public 
officials don’t care much what people like me think.”3 The negative ad condition was the most 
likely to agree with this statement, with a mean of 2.78. The contrast ad condition had the second 
highest mean for agreement with this statement (Mean= 3.11; Control condition: Mean= 3.14). 
The other political efficacy measure stated, “People like me don’t have any say about what the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  Overall,	  the	  mean	  for	  this	  statement	  was	  3,	  which	  translates	  to	  the	  option	  “Slightly	  Agree”.	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government does”4 and did not have statistically significant differences between conditions (p= 
.389). In addition, the interaction between the two measures was not significant based on 
condition (p= .33).  
 
 
In contrast to the results on public mood, the responses for political efficacy trend toward 
my hypothesis: negative ad exposure decreases feelings of external political efficacy more than 
contrast ad exposure, with both types of ads decreasing this systemic belief more than the control 
video. It is also interesting to observe that those in the experimental conditions had a lower sense 
of political efficacy for the question approaching significance (Mean= 2.95) than those in the 
control condition (Mean= 3.14). This may indicate that exposure to any type of negative ad 
decreases one’s political efficacy beliefs, while a general declining trend in means between 
groups (Control: Mean= 3.14, Contrast: Mean= 3.11, Negative: Mean= 2.78). 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  The	  average	  for	  this	  statement	  was	  slightly	  higher	  at	  3.43,	  which	  is	  moving	  towards	  the	  “Neutral”	  option,	  but	  still	  within	  the	  range	  of	  “Slightly	  Agree”.	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Trust in Government 
 Lastly, trust in government was measured by four questions that utilized a variety of 
response options. The theory behind this systemic belief is that exposure to a negatively 
portrayed politician decreases participants’ trust in the government and the people who run it. 
Ultimately, this variable had the least significant results, with none of the four measures being 
statistically significant results based on ad exposure (p= .87, .31, .7, .36, respectively) (see 
Appendix 5.C). However, it is interesting that the overall values tend to lean towards a minimal 
trust in government. When asked, “How much of the time do you think you can trust the 
government to do what is right?” the mean was slightly above 3 on five-point scale, which 
translates to the answer ‘Sometimes’. For the question “Do you think that people in the 
government waste a lot of money we pay in taxes, some of it, or don’t waste very much of it?” 
the mean was 1.58 which is between the answers ‘Waste a lot’ and ‘Waste some’. The next 
question, “Do you think that quite a few of the people running government are crooked, not very 
many are, or do you think hardly any of them are crooked?” had a similar mean (Mean= 1.49), 
but slightly less trusting. The mean translates between the answers ‘Quite a few’ and ‘Not very 
many’. Lastly, the question “Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big 
interests looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all people?” seemed to 
demonstrate the least amount of trust in government. With a mean of 1.2, the participants leaned 
towards the answer “Few big interests”. However there were only two answer choices for this 
question thus limiting variation in answers.  
 In retrospect, it would have been advisable to have more answer choices for each “trust 
in government” question in order to allow for more variation in responses. For example, one 
question only offered two possible answer choices. If a spectrum had been given, perhaps more 
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significant results could have been found. However, there may be something else that is 
accountable for a lack of significant results for this variable. Trust in government may be a more 
long-term systemic belief, in contrast to public moods, and therefore not as malleable by 
exposure to a singular political ad.  
 
Conclusion 
 As political campaigns increase funding for advertisements, fascination has grown about 
the effects of this campaign strategy. In particular, negative advertisements have begun to gain 
the attention of political scientists, as these non-normative ads account for even larger portions of 
campaign funds. While the majority of research in the field of negative political ads has focused 
on whether they mobilize or demobilize the electorate, there is another frontier that deserves 
attention: Systemic beliefs, which are psychological beliefs and perceptions about the greater 
government. Some postulate that negative ads have detrimental impacts on these belief systems. 
In particular, the systemic beliefs that researchers are focusing on are public mood, external 
political efficacy, and trust in government. While public mood measures negative and positive 
emotional states that are felt towards the United States, external political efficacy involves 
measuring one’s perceived impact on the government. Lastly, trust in government is measured 
by how one perceives representatives respond to constituents and their interests, and how they 
utilize citizen tax money.  
 Although research has been conducted on the effects of negative ads on systemic beliefs, 
results have not been consistent or strong. Overall, it appears that negative ads have negative 
impacts on systemic beliefs, but I speculated that these effects are not strong because there has 
been minimal differentiation between negative advertisements. By distinguishing between purely 
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negative and contrast ads, I hypothesized that varying levels of effects could be found. While 
purely negative ads only criticized the opposing candidate, contrast ads involved attacks and 
positive statements about the sponsoring candidates. Thus, I hypothesized that negative ads 
would have greater negative impacts on systemic beliefs than contrast ads because they 
contained purely negative material. 
 By conducting a pure experiment, I was able to test my hypothesis that negative ads 
would have a greater negative effect than contrast ads, in comparison to a control video 
condition. While my results were not consistent with my hypothesis, this does not mean the 
findings were not interesting. In terms of public mood, it appears that ad exposure has a huge 
impact. While negative ad exposure results in extremely negative moods towards the U.S., 
contrast ad exposure appears to make public moods more positive than the control condition. I 
suggest that the contrast ad finding may be the result of a recency effect because the ad ends with 
positive remarks about the sponsoring candidate. However, my experiment cannot determine if 
they public moods are long-term. While I speculate public moods do not last as the result of a 
single ad exposure, a longitudinal study would be interesting in order to determine if an election 
season worth of ad exposure and the consequential emotional impact results in more consistent 
and altered public moods. 
 I also found that political efficacy and trust in government are not significantly impacted 
by a singular ad exposure, but this can be perceived as a normatively positive result. These 
systemic beliefs are not as emotional in nature and thus appear less malleable. In reality, these 
beliefs should be more logically based and influenced by personal and political experiences. 
Again, a longitudinal experiment would be interesting to conduct in order to see if negative 
political ads have a long-term impact on these systemic beliefs.  
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 Overall, this experiment was crucial because negative ads are perceived to have a 
detrimental effect on systemic beliefs, and to a certain extent they do. It is interesting to observe 
and report the effects of ads on political system beliefs because they demonstrate the effect a 
marketing tool can have on underlying beliefs. However, I would not go so far as to say that the 
effects are detrimental. In terms of significant future research for this field, voter attributes need 
to be more heavily emphasized as these unexpected findings were ultimately my most interesting 
results.  
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Appendix 1: Demographic Questions  
 
1. What year were you born? 
 
2. What gender do you identify as?  
• Male  
• Female  
 
3. What racial or ethnic group or groups best describe you?    
• African American  
• Caucasian  
• Asian  
• Hispanic  
• Native American  
• Other  
 
4. What is your education level? 
• Grade school/ some high school 
• High school diploma 
• Some college, no degree 
• College degree/ post-graduate 
 
5. What was your income bracket last year? 
• $35,000 to $39,999 
• $40,000 to $49,999 
• $50,000 to $59,999 
• $60,000 to $74,999 
• $75,000 to $84,999 
• $85,000 to $99,999 
• $100,000 to $124,999 
• $125,000 to $149,999 
• $150,000 to $174,999 
• $175,000 or more  
 
6. What, if any, is your religious preference?  
• Protestant 
• Catholic 
• LDS / Mormon 
• Jewish 
• Other 
• No Preference / No religious affiliation 
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7. We’re interested in your opinions. We’re also interested in how carefully you read directions. 
So please ignore the question below, which is “What pets do you have in your household?” and 
instead select “bird” and “turtle,” no matter what pets you actually have.  
 
What pets do you have in your household?  (Select all that apply)  
• Dogs  
• Cat  
• Fish  
• Bird  
• Gerbil, hamster, guinea pig, or mouse  
• Rabbit  
• Horse or pony  
• Turtle  
• Frog, lizard, or snake  
 
8. We’re interested in your opinions. We’re also interested in how carefully you read directions. 
So please ignore the question below, which is “What sports do you like to watch in the Olympic 
Games?” and instead select “volleyball” and “judo,” no matter what your favorite sports are.  
 
Which sports do you like to watch in the Olympic Games? (Select all that apply)  
• Archery and shooting  
• Basketball  
• Diving  
• Equestrian events  
• Fencing  
• Gymnastics  
• Judo  
• Soccer  
• Swimming  
• Tennis  
• Track and field  
• Volleyball  
• Weightlifting  
 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Demographic questions from ANES Guide to Public Opinion and Electoral Behavior; Questions 
determining direction-following from Dr. Jennifer Wolak; Income and religion questions from BYU’s Center for the 
Study of Elections and Democracy. 
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Appendix 2: Political Questionnaire 
A. Partisanship 
1. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republic, a Democrat, or an 
Independent? 
This is measured on a 7-point scale from Strong Republican to Strong Democrat. 
 
B. Support for the Political System 
(External Political Efficacy) 
2. Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with these statements:  
 A. Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. 
 B. People like me don’t have any say about what the government does 
These questions are measured on a 5-point scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.  
 
(Public Mood) 
3. Thinking about the United States, at this moment do you feel (angry, enthusiastic, upset, 
hopeful)?   
Yes/no. 
 
(Trust in Government)  
People have different ideas about the government. These ideas don’t refer to Democrats or 
Republicans in particular, but just to government in general. Please tell me how you feel about 
these ideas: 
 
4. How much of the time do you think you can trust the government to do what is right?  
This is measured on a 5-point scale from All of the Time to None of the Time. 
 
5. Do you think that people in the government waste a lot of money we pay in taxes, some of it, 
or don’t waste very much of it?  
 
6. Do you think that quite a few of the people running government are crooked, not very many 
are, or do you think hardly any of them are crooked?”  
These are measured on a 3-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question.  
 
7. Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for 
themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all people? 
This is measured on a 2-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question. 
 
C. Political Involvement and Participation in Politics 
(Voter Registration) 
8. Do you know if were registered to vote in the 2012 election? 
Nonvoter, not registered – nonvoter, registered – voter (registered) 
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(Political Involvement and Participation) 
9. Did you watch any programs about the campaigns on television? 
Yes/no. If yes: 
A. Would you say you watched a good many, several, or just one or two? 
This is measured on a 3-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question. 
 
10. Did you read about the campaign in any newspapers? 
Yes/no. 
 
11. Some people don’t pay much attention to the political campaigns. Would you say that you 
were very much interested, somewhat interested, or not much interested in following the political 
campaigns last year? 
This is measured on a 3-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question and includes a 
Don’t Know option. 
 
12. Generally speaking, would you say that you personally cared a good deal who won the 
presidential election last fall, or don’t care very much who won? 
This is measured on a 4-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question.  
 
13. How much would you say that you personally cared about the way the election to Congress 
came out: Did you care very much, pretty much, not very much or not at all? 
This is measured on a 4-point scale based on the scale indicated in the question.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Political questions from ANES Guide to Public Opinion and Electoral Behavior; Political efficacy 
questions from Goldstein & Freedman, 2002; Public mood question from Rahn & Rudolph, 2000.  
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Appendix 3: Demographic Comparisons 
 
 
 
Key 
Frequency 
Column percentage 
Percentage 
 
Gender Sample Population 
Male 196 
64.05 
49% 
Female 110 
35.95 
51% 
 
 
Racial/ Ethnic Group Sample Population 
Black 17 
5.56 
12.2% 
Caucasian 151 
49.35 
63.3% 
Asian 115 
37.58 
4.8% 
Hispanic 11 
3.59 
16.7% 
Native American 5 
1.63 
0.7% 
Other 7 
2.29 
2.3% 
 
 
Education Level Sample Population 
Grade School/ Some High School 4 
1.31 
15.1% 
High School Diploma 34 
11.11 
28.7% 
Some College, No Degree 90 
29.41 
20.8% 
College Degree/ Post-Graduate 178 
58.17 
35.4% 
 
 
Age Sample Population 
Average 33 years old 37.2 years old 
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Income Bracket Sample Population 
Less than $35,000 145 
47.39 
35.6% 
$35,000-39,999 51 
16.67 
14% 
$40,000-49,999 23 
7.52 
$50,000-59,999 38 
12.42 
18% 
$60,000-74,999 26 
8.50 
$75,000-84,999 9 
2.94 
11.7% 
$85,000-99,9999 5 
1.63 
$100,000-124,999 8 
2.61 
12% 
$125,000-149,999 1 
0.33 
$150,000-175,000 0 
0.00 
8.7% 
More than $175,0000 0 
0.0 
 
 
Religious Preference Sample Population 
Protestant 40 
13.07 
2.27% 
Catholic 50 
16.34 
25.07% 
LDS/ Mormon 1 
0.33 
1.38% 
Jewish 5 
1.63 
1.17% 
Other 88 
28.76 
55.14% 
No Preference/ No Affiliation 122 
39.87 
14.97% 
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Political Affiliation 
Note: The 7-point spectrum is divided into Republican and Democrat, except 
for those that specifically selected 4-Independent 
Sample Population 
Republican 49 
16.01 
27% 
Independent 112 
36.6 
36% 
Democrat 145 
47.39 
35% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Age demographic information from the U.S. Census Bureau (Age and Sex Composition, 2010); 
Racial/ethnic group, education level, and income bracket demographic information from the U.S. Census Bureau 
(American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, 2011); religious preference demographic information from the 
U.S. Census Bureau (Self-Described Religious Identification of Adult Population, 2008); and party affiliation 
demographic information from Gallup Poll, 2013). 
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Appendix 4: Voter Attributes Results 
 
Key 
Frequency 
Column percentage 
Percentage 
 
 
A. Public Mood Based on Civility Perception (Negative Ad Condition Only) 
 Civility of Political Ad  
Thinking about the 
United States, at this 
moment do you feel 
angry? 
Professional Offensive Total 
Yes 28 
33.73 
11 
61.11 
39 
38.61 
No 55 
66.27 
7 
38.89 
62 
61.39 
Total 83 
100.00 
18 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
P= .031 	  
 Civility of Political Ad  
Thinking about the 
United States, at this 
moment do you feel 
upset? 
Professional Offensive Total 
Yes 37 
44.58 
14 
77.78 
51 
50.50 
No 46 
55.42 
4 
22.22 
50 
49.50 
Total 83 
100.00 
18 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
P= .011 	  
 Civility of Political Ad	   	  
Thinking about the 
United States, at this 
moment do you feel 
enthusiastic? 
Professional Offensive Total 
Yes 36 
43.37 
0 
0.00 
36 
35.64 
No 47 
56.63 
18 
100.00 
65 
64.36 
Total 83 
100.00 
18 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
P= .0004 	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 Civility of Political Ad  
Thinking about the United 
States, at this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Professional Offensive Total 
Yes 55 
66.27 
7 
38.89 
62 
61.39 
No 28 
33.73 
11 
61.11 
39 
38.61 
Total 83 
100.00 
18 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
P= .031 
 
 
B. Public Mood Based on Education: College Degree or More 
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel angry? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 10 
18.87 
11 
19.30 
26 
38.24 
47 
26.40 
No 43 
81.13 
46 
80.7 
42 
61.76 
131 
73.60 
Total 53 
100.00 
57 
100.00 
68 
100.00 
178 
100.00 
P= .019 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel 
enthusiastic? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 26 
49.06 
32 
56.14 
25 
36.76 
83 
46.63 
No 27 
50.94 
25 
43.86 
43 
63.24 
95 
53.37 
Total 53 
100.00 
57 
100.00 
68 
100.00 
178 
100.00 
P= .088 
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 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel upset? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 16 
30.19 
11 
19.3 
33 
48.53 
60 
33.71 
No 37 
69.81 
46 
80.7 
35 
51.47 
118 
66.29 
Total 53 
100.00 
57 
100.00 
68 
100.00 
178 
100.00 
P= .002 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 42 
79.25 
46 
80.7 
42 
61.76 
130 
73.03 
No 11 
20.75 
11 
19.3 
26 
38.24 
48 
26.97 
Total 53 
100.00 
57 
100.00 
68 
100.00 
178 
100.00 
P= .028 
 
 
C. Public Mood Based on Education: Less Than a College Degree 
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel angry? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 21 
44.68 
11 
22.92 
13 
39.39 
45 
35.16 
No 26 
55.32 
37 
77.08 
20 
60.61 
83 
64.84 
Total 47 
100.00 
48 
100.00 
33 
100.00 
128 
100.00 
P= .071 	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 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel 
enthusiastic? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 11 
23.91 
11 
22.92 
11 
33.33 
33 
25.98 
No 35 
76.09 
37 
77.08 
22 
66.67 
94 
74.02 
Total 46 
100.00 
48 
100.00 
33 
100.00 
127 
100.00 
P= .531 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel upset? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 24 
51.06 
20 
41.67 
18 
54.55 
62 
48.44 
No 23 
48.94 
28 
58.33 
15 
45.45 
66 
51.56 
Total 47 
100.00 
48 
100.00 
33 
100.00 
128 
100.00 
P= .471 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 21 
45.65 
24 
50 
20 
60.61 
65 
51.18 
No 25 
54.35 
24 
50 
13 
39.39 
62 
48.82 
Total 46 
100.00 
48 
100.00 
33 
100.00 
127 
100.00 
P= .414 
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D. Public Mood Based on Political Affiliation: Republican 
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel angry? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 4 
22.22 
5 
31.25 
8 
53.33 
17 
34.69 
No 14 
77.78 
11 
68.75 
7 
46.67 
32 
65.31 
Total 18 
100.00 
16 
100.00 
15 
100.00 
49 
100.00 P=	  .164	  	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel 
enthusiastic? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 8 
44.44 
5 
31.25 
4 
26.67 
17 
34.69 
No 10 
55.56 
11 
68.75 
11 
73.33 
32 
65.31 
Total 18 
100.00 
16 
100.00 
15 
100.00 
49 
100.00 
P= .531 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel upset? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 6 
33.33 
6 
37.5 
8 
53.33 
20 
40.82 
No 12 
66.67 
10 
62.50 
7 
46.67 
29 
59.18 
Total 18 
100.00 
16 
100.00 
15 
100.00 
49 
100.00 
P= .481 	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 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 11 
61.11 
8 
50 
9 
60 
28 
57.14 
No 7 
38.89 
8 
50 
6 
40 
21 
42.86 
Total 18 
100.00 
16 
100.00 
15 
100.00 
49 
100.00 
P= .779 
 
 
E. Public Mood Based on Political Affiliation: Democrat 
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel angry? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 17 
31.48 
6 
13.04 
16 
35.56 
39 
26.90 
No 37 
68.52 
40 
86.96 
29 
64.44 
106 
73.10 
Total 54 
100.00 
46 
100.00 
45 
100.00 
145 
100.00 
P= .034 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel 
enthusiastic? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 20 
37.04 
23 
50 
18 
40 
61 
42.07 
No 34 
62.96 
23 
50 
27 
60 
84 
57.93 
Total 54 
100.00 
46 
100.00 
45 
100.00 
145 
100.00 
P= .401 	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 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel upset? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 27 
50 
8 
17.39 
23 
51.11 
58 
40 
No 27 
50 
38 
82.61 
22 
48.89 
87 
60 
Total 54 
100.00 
46 
100.00 
45 
100.00 
145 
100.00 
P= .001 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the 
United States, at 
this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 36 
66.67 
33 
71.74 
26 
57.78 
95 
65.52 
No 18 
33.33 
13 
28.26 
19 
42.22 
50 
34.48 
Total 54 
100.00 
46 
100.00 
45 
100.00 
145 
100.00 
P= .366 
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Appendix 5: Results 
 
 
Key 
Frequency 
Column percentage 
Percentage 
 
A. Public Mood  
 Video  
Thinking about the United 
States, at this moment do 
you feel angry? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 31 
31.00 
22 
20.95 
39 
38.61 
92 
30.07 
No 69 
23.00 
83 
79.05 
62 
61.39 
214 
69.93 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
100.00 
P= .021 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the United 
States, at this moment do 
you feel upset? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 40 
40.00 
31 
29.52 
51 
50.50 
122 
39.87 
No 60 
60.00 
74 
70.48 
50 
49.50 
184 
60.13 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
100.00 
P= .009 	  
 Video  
Thinking about the United 
States, at this moment do 
you feel enthusiastic? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 37 
37.37 
43 
40.95 
36 
35.64 
116 
38.03 
No 62 
62.63 
62 
59.05 
65 
64.36 
189 
61.97 
Total 99 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
305 
100.00 
P = .725 	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 Video  
Thinking about the United 
States, at this moment do 
you feel hopeful? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Yes 63 
63.64 
70 
66.67 
62 
61.39 
195 
63.93 
No 36 
36.36 
35 
33.33 
39 
38.61 
110 
36.07 
Total 99 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
305 
100.00 
P= .730 	  	  
B. Political Efficacy  
 Video  
Public officials don’t care 
much what people like me 
think. 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Strongly Agree 15 
15.00 
11 
10.48 
16 
15.84 
42 
13.73 
Agree 23 
23.00 
37 
35.24 
32 
31.68 
92 
30.07 
Slightly Agree 25 
25.00 
20 
19.05 
29 
28.71 
74 
24.18 
Neutral 14 
14.00 
12 
11.43 
8 
7.92 
34 
11.11 
Slightly Disagree 18 
18.00 
16 
15.24 
14 
13.86 
48 
15.69 
Disagree 3 
3.00 
9 
8.57 
2 
1.98 
14 
4.58 
Strongly Disagree 2 
2.00 
0 
0.00 
0 
0.00 
2 
0.65 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
100.00 
P= .115 	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 Video  
People like me don’t have 
any say about what the 
government does. 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
Strongly Agree 12 
12.00 
14 
13.33 
10 
9.90 
36 
11.76 
Agree 28 
28.00 
18 
17.14 
22 
21.78 
68 
22.22 
Slightly Agree 26 
26.00 
23 
21.90 
27 
26.73 
76 
24.84 
Neutral 5 
5.00 
14 
13.33 
12 
11.88 
31 
10.13 
Slightly Disagree 18 
18.00 
20 
19.05 
16 
15.84 
54 
17.65 
Disagree 8 
8.00 
13 
12.38 
11 
10.89 
32 
10.46 
Strongly Disagree 3 
3.00 
3 
2.86 
3 
2.97 
9 
2.94 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
100.00 
P= .389 	  	  
C. Trust in Government  
 Video  
How much of the 
time do you think 
you can trust the 
government to do 
what is right? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
All of the Time 4 
4.00 
2 
1.90 
1 
0.99 
7 
2.29 
 12 
12.00 
13 
12.38 
14 
13.86 
39 
12.75 
 49 
49.00 
54 
51.43 
48 
47.52 
151 
49.35 
 31 
31.00 
31 
29.52 
34 
33.66 
96 
31.37 
None of the 
Time 
4 
4.00 
5 
4.76 
4 
3.96 
13 
4.25 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
10.00 
P= .947 
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 Video  
Do you think that 
people in the 
government waste 
a lot of money we 
pay in taxes, some 
of it, or don’t waste 
very much of it? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
 53 
53.00 
45 
42.86 
56 
55.45 
154 
50.33 
 36 
36.00 
51 
48.57 
38 
37.62 
125 
40.85 
 11 
11.00 
9 
8.57 
7 
6.93 
27 
8.82 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
10.00 
P= .272 
	  
 Video  
Would you say the 
government is 
pretty much run by 
a few big interests 
looking out for 
themselves or that 
it is run for the 
benefit of all 
people? 
Control Contrast Negative Total 
 61 
61.00 
54 
51.43 
64 
63.37 
179 
58.50 
 33 
33.00 
40 
38.10 
30 
29.70 
103 
33.66 
 6 
6.00 
11 
10.48 
7 
6.93 
24 
7.84 
Total 100 
100.00 
105 
100.00 
101 
100.00 
306 
10.00 
P= .409 
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Appendix 6: Ad Transcripts & Images 
A. Original Radio Spot 
 Too many politicians in Washington just don't get what it's like here in Minnesota. Like 
Congressman Chip Cravaack. He's a millionaire who voted to raise taxes on the middle class to 
pay for a tax cut for millionaires. Millionaires like Congressman Cravaack would get an average 
tax cut of 265,000 dollars. That's more than most people here in Minnesota make in 8 years, but 
Cravaack's priority is helping millionaires. What's this guy thinking? There's a better choice. 
Rick Nolan. A small business owner and 6th generation Minnesotan, Rick Nolan knows what it 
takes to meet a payroll, balance a budget, and create jobs right here. Rick Nolan has the kind of 
experience to fight for us. Nolan will stand up for the middle class, not the millionaires. 
 
B. Negative Ad 
 He's a millionaire, who voted to raise taxes on the middle class to pay for a tax cut for 
millionaires. Millionaires would get an average tax cut of $265,000. That's more than most 
people here make in 8 years. His priority is helping millionaires. What's this guy thinking? 
 
C. Contrast Ad 
 Like Congressman Chip, he's a millionaire who voted to raise taxes on the middle class to 
pay for a tax cut for millionaires. What's this guy thinking? There's a better choice: Rick. A small 
business owner and 6th- generation Minnesotan, Rick knows what it takes to make a payroll, 
balance a budget, and create jobs right here. Rick has the kind of experience to fight for us, will 
stand up for the middle class, not the millionaires. 
 
Note: The negative and contrast ads had the same images overlay the audio at the same times, for 
approximately five seconds each. 
 
1.   2.   
3.   4.   
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5.   6.   
 
D. Control Ad 
 I'm Dr. Regina Benjamin, US Surgeon General. As a family physician, I know that living 
with a long-term health problem, such as Diabetes or high blood pressure or asthma is not easy. 
But patients who take control of their own health can live a long and full life. Talk to your doctor 
to understand your health condition and what you can do to manage it. Don't put your future at 
risk; take your medication as directed. Learn more at scriptyourfuture.org. 
 
1.  2.  
3.  4.  
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